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10 Community involvement in 
marine and coastal management 
in Australia and Canada 
Marian Binkley, Alison Gill, Phillip Saunders and 
Geoff Wescott 
Introduction 
The continuing review and development of ocean and coastal policy in Aus-
tralia and Canada in recent years, coupled with periodic efforts at rethinking 
and restructuring the institutions and processes of ocean governance, have 
stimulated a renewed interest in the role of the community in marine and 
coastal affairs. This chapter examines the evolving role of the community in 
ocean and coastal management in Australia and Canada, with reference to 
case studies from each country. 
Community-based management and co-management 
The increasing interest in the role of the community in ocean and coastal 
management is reflective of a broader effort that has been devoted to devel-
oping a range of options for the devolution of management control over fish-
eries and other marine resources, or over coastal areas in general. Emerging 
in part from the literature on common property resources, 1 this trend is 
reflected in several different terms, including territorial use rights in fish-
eries,2 local level management, community-based resource management and 
co-management.3 Perhaps the most expansive, and potentially inclusive, 
term in common use is community-based management (CBM), and this is 
the descriptor adopted for much ~f this chapter. However, the related notion 
of co-management, which can be thought of as a sub-set of CBM, is also of 
particular relevance with respect to fisheries. 
These general concepts have received some sanction at the international 
level, particularly in the agreements and other instruments connected with the 
1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
(UNCED). For example, Principle 22 of the Rio Declaration on Environment 
and Development explicitly addressed this issue in the following terms: 
Indigenous people and their communities, and other local communities, 
have a vital role in environmental management and development 
because of their knowledge and traditional practices. States should 
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recognize and duly support their identity, culture and interests and 
enable their effective participation in the achievement of sustainable 
development.4 
Similarly, Agenda 21 called for the increased involvement of communities 
and resource users in the planning and implementation of environmental and 
resource management measures. Chapter 17 specifically called on coastal states to 
{i]ntegrate small-scale artisanal fisheries development in marine and 
coastal planning, taking into account the interests, and where appropri-
ate, encouraging representation of fishermen, small-scale fishery 
workers, women, local communities and indigenous people.s 
It is beyond the scope of this chapter to provide a comprehensive global 
review 'of CBM and co-management, or to settle the terminological ques-
tions referred to above. It is useful, however, to consider some recent 
commentaries in order to provide a general working definition of CBM for 
the case studies discussed below. 
In 1997 Hildebrand6 reviewed trends in "top-down" and "bottom-up" 
approaches to the implementation of integrated coastal management (ICM), 
and described community-based coastal management with reference to the 
following characteristics: 
{W}herein the people who live and work in coastal areas and depend on 
their resources, are enabled to take an active and responsible role, and 
increasingly share planning and decision-making responsibilities with 
government.7 
It is clear that there is no single, cohesive approach to this issue, and even 
the use of terminology varies considerably. The mere use of terms such as 
"co-management" or "community-based management" provides little 
information about the substance of a program or policy, and it is possible to 
overstate the impact of "formal" exercises in devolution.s Hildebrand noted 
the need for tighter definition of terms such as "public involvement," "co-
management" and "empowerment," but emphasized that the common direc-
tion is towards partnerships between governments and community-based 
organizations or "in essence," to use his words, power sharing.9 
Pursuing the call for tighter definitions of various terms, including 
community-based management, Harvey et al. lO quote the following descrip-
tion of CBM from Ferrer and Nozawa,l1 which incorporates some of the 
rationale for increasing the community's planning and decision-making 
responsibilities. In this construction, CBM is 
people-centred, community-oriented and resource-based. It starts from 
the basic premise that people have the innate capacity to understand and 
act on their own problems. It begins where the people are, i.e. What the 
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people already know, and build (sic) on this knowledge to develop 
further their knowledge and create new consciousness. It strives for a 
more active people's participation in the planning, implementation and 
evaluation of coastal resource management programs. 
Harvey et al. 12 have produced a very useful diagram (Figure 10.1), build-
ing on similar attempts by Hale et al. 13 and Ellsworth et al. ,14 that sets out a 
continuum of public -involvement in coastal management, which will assist 
in consideration of the case studies that follow. 
r-l 
Top-Down 
\/ :. ,-:-.... 
Non-participation - government decides 
Decisions made by governments with little or no 
information provided to the public. Decisions made by 
government agencies, public made aware after the 
fact. No request for comment from the public. 
~.~ 
Participation in planning 
e.g. public consultation, public advisory committees. 
Information provided to the Public Building Awareness. 
Meaningful consultation. Comments requested from the 
public. Incorporated concern in planning process and 
policy documentation. 
t~ 
Collaborative management 
Multi-stakeholde r process. 
Partnerships - voluntary participation of aI/ parties in a process 
or activity. Each party makes specified contribution. Process 
begins at the needs identification and conceptual stage. 
H 
Delegated aythority 
Higher level of government delegates portion of responsibility 
to lower level of government. Higher authority sets limits and 
guidelines for delegated decision making. 
~J 
Community control of coastal areas and resources 
Exclusive community control of management and coastal 
resources. 
l~ 
Bottom-Up 
L-I 
Figure 10.1 Continuum of community involvement in coastal management. 
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Implicit in all of the studies and policy initiatives relating to CBM is a 
fundamental contention that devolution of authority is in general a good 
thing, leading not only to enhanced management of resources, but to an 
improved quality of life for the people who depend upon those resources. IS 
This understanding of the value of community involvement, which is cer-
tainly central to the relevant Australian and Canadian policy developments, 
is supported by a number of underlying premises. These include a belief in 
the value of encouraging a sense of "stewardship" 16 in the community, which 
can lead to a greater sense of collective· responsibility or "ownership." This in 
turn is seen as leading to more sustainable use and better conservation out-
comes in marine and coastal environments. 
As is noted in the definition of CBM suggested by Ferrer and Nozawa 
(above), movements towards CBM are also justified by the argument that 
communities have a close association with, and knowledge of, a specific area 
and resource that may be qualitatively different from that which is possible 
within a government agency. More broadly, local communities are also more 
likely to be intimately aware of underlying socia-economic problems con-
fronting their area and to have distinctive ideas on how to address, if not 
rectifY, those problems. 
There is an additional practical impetus that could be seen both as an 
opportunity, and as a cautionary note for overextended community institu-
tions. It seems clear that in both Australia and Canada, as resources for 
government agencies have decreased in recent years, there has been a corre-
sponding increase in the desirability of replacing agency management efforts 
with management by community groups.17 
All of these important justifications for community involvement in 
marine and coastal affairs, as well as the explanatory continuum in Figure 
10.1, provide the frame of reference for the case studies that follow. These 
case studies, it should be noted, are not intended to provide an exhaustive 
survey of coastal and marine CBM activities in Australia and Canada. 
Rather, they are meant to give a sampling of the kinds of policies and initi-
atives which come within the general rubric of community-based manage-
ment or co-management in both countries. 
Canadian East Coast fisheries - "legalizing" 
co-management 
The past two decades have been a period of major change and readjustment 
in the fisheries of the east coast of Canada, as fish stocks have declined dra-
matically throughout the North Atlantic. The latest crisis in the Atlantic 
Canada region began in the 1980s and peaked in the early 1990s;18 by 1993 
the cod fishery had experienced a catastrophic decline, which resulted in the 
federal government issuing a moratorium on almost all cod fishing in 
Atlantic Canada. In those areas exempt from this moratorium (including the 
waters off the shores of southern Nova Scotia, from Halifax to Yarmouth, 
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Georges Bank and the Bay of Fundy), the cod fishery and other groundfish-
eries such as pollock, halibut and haddock were severely curtailed. Although 
scientists speculated on a variety of ecological and environmental reasons for 
the decline, the chief cause was overfishing - too many boats chasing roo 
few fish. 
Throughout the region, governments responded to the crisis by putting 
in place management policies that increased the economic efficiency of the 
fishing industry while promoting sustainability of the marine resources. 
Ensuing discussions of the fisheries crisis revolved around the concerns of 
managing the fish stocks, methods for harvesting and marketing the 
resources, and plans for the economic development of areas hardest hit by 
the crisis. Discussions involving government, marine scientists, economists 
and fishers covered a wide range of issues, including co-management, quota 
systems and other marine resources management practices,19 and local know-
ledge systems and their applicability to marine resources management. 20 
The moratorium on cod fishing led to a drastic restructuring of the 
fishing industry and of the communities that support it and were supported 
by it. Fishing companies downsized, dramatically reducing the size of their 
fleets and closing processing plants. Small-scale fishers diversified their 
catches, replaced hired help with family members, and went further from 
shore in search of the few remaining fish. As of 1993, the northern cod clo-
sures had eliminated over 40,000 fishery jobs.21 Susan Williams22 estimated 
that, in Atlantic Canada, 50,000 people working in the fishing industry and 
another 47,000 people working in fishery-dependent sectors saw their 
employment modified by the fisheries' crisis. In 1995, the federal govern-
ment responded to the crisis through the Atlantic Groundfish Strategy 
(TAGS), in conjunction with early retirement packages for plant workers 
and the retirement of groundfish licenses by fishers. The "package" compen-
sated plant workers and fishers for lost earnings and offered them retraining 
programs. In the summer of 1997, the federal government stopped the 
retraining component of TAGS (one year early) and the remainder of the 
• program ended in the summer of 1998. 
Around the world, many coastal communities, previously dependent on 
marine resources, have dramatically downsized their fisheries and have 
turned to other industries, most notably tourism. like all communities 
undergoing massive restructuring, coastal communities were altered cultur-
ally,23 economically24 and politically.25 The processes of globalization and 
restructuring reduced the subsistence production of small-scale fishers as 
large multinational companies controlled access to more and more of the 
marine resources. As more fishers and their families were deprived of their 
access to these resources, they increasingly depended on wage labor and on 
government welfare benefits,26 yet these same governm~nts decreased social 
benefits. The few small-scale fishers who managed to retain their access to 
the marine resources were economically squeezed and became dependent on 
the large multinationals for the sale and processing of their products in the 
254 Marian Binkley et al. 
global market. Fishing-dependent communities also paid the price for this 
economic remedy through higher unemployment rates, increased emigra-
tion, higher costs of living, and increased de-skilling of labor. 27 International 
responses to the world fisheries' crisis have been similar, including rapid 
development of aquaculture, technology transfer, importation of scientific 
management regimes, development of the tourist industry, and the liberal-
ization of trade and of direct foreign investment. 28 
Against this backdrop, resort to some degree of co-management or 
community-based management has been a recurrent theme in proposals to 
modernize the governance of the industry that survives in Atlantic Canada 
(including newly significant fisheries). The industrial fishery is, however, a 
highly regulated sector in which the possibility for change is always limited 
by what is permissable in law. One aspect of co-management which has 
received limited attention has been the implementation of such activities in 
legal structures, a task in which the terminological imprecision referred to 
above is likely to raise particular problems. There is some consensus that the 
lack of appropriate legal instruments may be an easier problem to identify 
than it is to solve, as reflected in the following conclusion from a FAO-spon-
sored consultation on community-based management: 
With regard to legal aspects, it was noted that the devolution of man-
agement authority to the local level would require, in many countries, a 
major or even drastic revision of fisheries laws and possibly other related 
legislation .... For ... cases where complex political and socio-economic 
conditions prevail, the required legal changes may be difficult to accom-
plish.29 
There is currently little or no explicit legislative basis for the general 
development of community-based fisheries management approaches in 
Atlantic Canada, apart from the usual wide-ranging ministerial discretion 
that applies to much of the fisheries management process. The Oceans Acio 
does provide for the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans to involve "coastal 
communities" in the development and implementation of both a national 
oceans strategy and integrated management plans, but this is very generally 
stated and does not appear to be directly applicable to fisheries. 
Despite this gap, which was the subject of one abortive attempt at legis-
lative amendment to provide for legally binding "partnering" agreements 
under the Fisheries Act,31 the broad powers of the Minister have been 
employed to put in place a number of arrangements which fall under the 
general umbrella of co-management or community-based management. As 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) has acknowledged, and con-
sistent with the confusion mentioned above, no one description or definition 
adequately addresses the variety of activities which might be lumped 
together under the rubric of "co-management.,,32 Broadly considered, this 
could include most of the Department's efforts at consultation and involve-
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ment of so-called "stakeholders." More concrete versions of co-management 
have extended to participation in compliance and enforcement activities and 
the scientific work ofDFO.33 
The more formalized efforts at co-management of East Coast fisheries 
seem to date from a 1996 consultation with the Atlantic commercial fishing 
industry, which resulted in a framework for co-management that was in 
place by 1997.34 This framework envisaged at least four levels of co-
management: 
The first and most basic level that the Department considers to be co-
management has user groups providing input to the Integrated Fisheries 
Management Plans. The second level has user groups, through their 
legally constituted, representative organizations, entering into agree-
ments that reflect a greater involvement in the management of their 
specific fishery. At the third level, fishers would enter into formal part-
nering through legally binding arrangements that transfer greater 
responsibility to industry. This level would require changes to the exist-
ing Fisheries Act. The fourth level is co-management legislated under 
land claims settlements.35 
The "legislated" option has not been a factor on the East Coast, and the 
potential for legally binding Fisheries Management Agreements (FMAs) was 
eliminated with the failure to enact the amendments to the Fisheries Act (as 
noted above). The minimal option put forth by DFO as a type of co-
management refers to the participation of resource users and others in the 
development of Integrated Fisheries Management Plans (IFMPs),36 which set 
out conservation requirements and management plans for a given fishery. In 
the view of DFO, the provision of input during the process of development 
of IFMPs "may be considered the basic form of co-management."37 Within 
the framework established by IFMPs, however, more extensive approaches to 
co-management can be found, both in the Joint Project Agreement (JPA) 
structure and in the possibility of "community quotas." 
The JP A is a means by which resource users may enter into a voluntary 
agreement with DFO covering "specific activities such as data collection, 
data analysis, science andlor fishery management activities."38 The possibil-
ity of a JPA may be provided for as part of the IFMP for a fishery, as in the 
eastern Nova Scotia snow crab IFMP. In that IFMP, some idea of the details 
of what might be included in a JPA were provided in a draft or model 
included as an appendix, based on an agreement between the Minister and a 
fishing association.39 The general purpose of this sample JP A is to "enhance 
the management" of the fishery, and specific project activities are set out in 
the areas of resource management and scientific research. For the latter, 
quite specific practical activities are listed, involving annual surveys and 
analytical tasks. With respect to other management requirements, however, 
the model focuses on a somewhat more general objective: 
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The objective, from a resource management perspective, is to have the 
industry actively participate in the management of their industry. 
Through this Agreement, consultations will be held with the Associ-
ation and its members to discuss and jointly decide upon development 
and implementation of policies, management plans, and quota and 
fishery monitoring requirements.4o 
This statement makes it clear that under this model, DFO, consistent 
with the applicable legislation, must continue to manage, and that the 
Minister's discretion on matters such as allocation is (at least formally) not 
fettered by the existence of a JP A. 
DFO has not in practice been entirely constrained by the original options 
or "levels" of co-management set out in 1997. In a 1999 summary of "co-
management projects" in the Atlantic and Gulf of St. Lawrence regions, 
seven JP As were listed, of which one did not have the supposedly mandatory 
accompanying IFMP. In addition, there were eight "informal agreements" or 
"informal arrangements" of unspecified effect.41 
DFO has in some cases also moved, within the general framework set out 
by IFMPs, to establish "community quotas" over which community man-
agement boards exert some degree of management control. The community 
quota approach was introduced in Atlantic Canada on an experimental basis 
in 1996, where it was applied to inshore fixed gear license holders who were 
divided into seven geographical groups based on counties or similar areas.42 
Within quotas established under the IFMPs for certain groundfisheries,43 the 
community management boards give "industry associations the opportunity 
to develop conservation harvesting plans that address seasonal fishing pat-
terns," and generally "develop, implement and monitor community fishing 
plans," including internal allocations.44 
It is useful to note a few general characteristics of the approaches to "co-
management" as they have developed in Atlantic fisheries. 45 First, it must be 
remembered that DFO has been careful to make it clear that management 
authority over key decisions such as allocation and access still rests with the 
Minister, as it must in the absence of amendments to the Fisheries Act. In 
this sense, JPAs might be considered to be a very limited form of co-man-
agement, especially given the usual requirement that there be an IFMP in 
place as a precondition to moving on to a JPA. That is, the central manage-
ment decisions are, at least formally, made outside the context of the actual 
co-management arrangement, and the plan that dictates the management 
approach should be in place first. The same is true of community quota 
management, which must of necessity remain a subsidiary level, dependent 
upon both a quota system and the overall allocation of the quota.46 
Second! the co-management options under JPAs and community quotas 
have been utilized mainly by sectors of the commercial fishing industry, and 
not by "communities" as such. With respect to the JPA, this is encouraged 
by the very structure of the arrangement, which requires that the cooperat-
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ing party be a legal entity, whether as a commercial venture or an industry 
associationY Communities might form such an entity, but the thrust of the 
program has clearly been towards the inclusion of the organized, commercial 
fishery. Similarly, community quotas are in fact structured around gear 
sectors, and are based on historical involvement in the relevant fishery. They 
do not appear to open up the possibility for serious management involve-
ment by the community at large, or even fishers who have not already 
obtained entry to the designated group and sector. 
Third, these arrangements are built around temporary, time-limited 
agreements48 and not the recognition of permanent claims to specific areas of 
the ocean.49 As such, they are not particularly amenable to quasi-territorial 
claims of communities to ocean space, but rather are designed around accom-
modation of industrial sectors and their need for a degree of certainty of 
access and management measures over a sufficient period of time to justify 
an investment. Despite the repeated assurances of DFO that co-management 
in the form of JP As and similar arrangements is not about privatization of 
fisheries management, or the limitation of access to those with the capability 
to enter into such agreements,50 a significant degree of suspicion exists 
among what might be termed the small independent fishers. There is a 
widely shared concern that the partnership provisions brought in by DFO 
are in fact consistent with other initiatives, such as individual transferable 
quotas (ITQs) and the concentration on a "professional" core of fishers, that 
are generally intended to concentrate the fishery in the industrial sector and 
to reduce the numbers of smaller players. 51 
This question of the types of participants supported by current 
approaches to co-management, as noted above, raises a related problem. It 
appears that, with some limited exceptions, government policies have not 
been primarily concerned with community-based management, unless one 
includes associations, or even affiliations of a few participants in a fishery, as 
a "community." Even if this version of "community" is accepted, most 
arrangements concluded to date do not appear to have been based around the 
concept of community entitlements to particular geographic areas within 
which traditional rights might be re~ognized, an important subset of poten-
tial community-based approaches. Community quotas have a geographic 
element in the description of the relevant fleets, but not in defining the areas 
and resources to be managed. 
If we accept the proposition that local community claims to some form of 
"marine tenure" based on long use and custom are well-established in parts 
of Canada, and that such claims could form a natural basis for cooperative 
management approaches, why have geographically defined community-
based management schemes not emerged as an important factor?52 This gap 
is not peculiar to the question of community-based management. If one con-
siders the critical question of allocation of access to fisheries (again, setting 
aside the Aboriginal case), it seems clear that there has been limited room 
for allocation on the basis of community claims to some control or tenurial 
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rights over marine areas. Other entities and collectives - whether "enter-
prises" or gear sectors - have been recognized as part of the allocation 
process, but local community claims to particular resources and spaces have 
not been included in the same way, although locality has been incorporated 
as one factor to be considered in some cases. S3 
It is, of course, possible to argue that this is not necessary to reflect 
marine property rights in law, in that they operate most effectively at a local 
level based on local custom, and will continue to do so within the legal 
framework of the formal system. 54 The most important reason given to 
explain the lack of recognition given to such rights, however, is that they do 
not have critical characteristics of property rights in a legal sense, and are 
therefore difficult to include in a system that bases its definition of rights on 
legal notions of property. Most significant, these "rights" are generally com-
munal'in nature, representing an intermediate form of private title, neither 
true "common property" nor individual ownership in a legal sense, and this 
is a form of property currently unrecognized in Canadian law (outside the 
Aboriginal context): 
Claims or ownership and control of property {are} centred in the 
community, and individual use-rights are derived from membership in 
the community. Although basically foreign to the system of owner/non-
owner property relations dominant in capitalist-industrial societies, col-
lectively based property claims and associated individual use rights 
represent a distinctive form of property relation. 55 
Future prospects 
Existing approaches to fisheries co-management in Atlantic Canada, with 
some exceptions, do not really extend to what can properly be termed 
community-based management, if one considers the delineation of a 
"community" as requiring something more than narrow criteria rooted in 
fishing sectors. Indeed, the extent to which existing arrangements constitute 
co-management of the oceans, as opposed to enhanced participation for some 
in the normal fisheries management and allocation process, is doubtful. The 
caution with which this issue is being approached, and the slow pace of 
progress, is emphasized in the February 2001 DFO discussion document 
prepared as part of the Atlantic Fisheries Policy Review:56 
Government and industry have talked about co-management since the 
1970s, but the concept has undergone an evolutionary maturation. 
In the initial stages, the emphasis was on effective consultation processes 
through advisory committees for individual fisheries and through ad hoc 
policy and planning conferences. In the 1990s, co-management took the 
more specific form of IFMPs and joint project agreements to share 
management responsibilities in particular fisheries ... 
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Today, the Department recognizes that efforts to share management 
responsibilities and costs with resources users on a fishery-by-fishery 
basis have to be supplemented by an expanded role for resource users in 
overall policy and planning. To this end, we offer the following defini-
tion: ... 
The sharing of authority and responsibility for fisheries management, and of 
accountability for results, between DFO and resource users. 57 
It could be argued that the 3D-year process of "maturation" seems to have 
led to something less than an expansive definition of "co-management," and 
none at all for community-based management. Furthermore, other references 
in the discussion document make it clear that co-management for Atlantic 
fisheries is still primarily viewed as a matter for cooperation between DFO 
and industry sectors, with "other" interested parties having input of a dis-
tinctly lower order. For example, after a description of the various means by 
which industry participants were drawn into the management process, there 
is the following description of the issues related to broader participation: 
[T}here is also the issue of public interest representation. Local 
community organizations, employers and workers in the fish and 
seafood processing sector, local and provincial governments, environ-
mental and animal rights groups and other users of the marine environ-
ment may sometimes look for opportunities to participate in fisheries management 
decision making. 58 
As noted above, the discussion document in which this statement appears 
is part of an ongoing process of policy development for the Atlantic fisheries. 
In 2004, DFO released a document representing the next stage in this 
process: A Policy Framework for the Management of Fisheries on Canada's 
Atlantic Coast,59 which provides a general policy framework as the first phase 
of a two-part process, the second of which will establish priorities and move 
towards implementation. There are numerous references to co-management 
in this policy, but it is evident that the concept is still being considered at a 
high level of generality. The tentative nature of the approach to co-
management is reflected in the following definition, which emphasizes the 
future possibilities over the present reality, and acknowledges the lack of a 
legal underpinning: 
Co-management means the sharing of responsibility and accountability 
for results between Fisheries and Oceans Canada and resource users, and 
in time and with the required legislative amendments, the sharing of 
authority for fisheries management.60 
It remains to be seen whether the next evolution of policy will result in 
an approach to fisheries co-management for the Atlantic coast that is closer 
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in form to community-based management, as opposed to the more limited 
industrial co-management models of the past. There are signs that institu-
tions involved in the management of community quotas, such as the Fundy 
Fixed Gear Council, may over time move to broader efforts at the sustain-
able management of fisheries, and engage as participants in more compre-
hensive community-based approaches to ocean management.61 
Community-based management of fisheries on Canada's 
West Coast 
There is a significant difference between the east and west coasts of Canada 
in terms of the nature of the fishing industry and the communities that 
depend on them. On the West Coast, wild salmon traditionally formed the 
basis of the fishery (as opposed to groundfish on the Atlantic coast), and 
there is a long history of its association with the culture and practices of 
Aboriginal peoples before white settlement. Fewer fishing-dependent 
communities developed on the British Columbia (BC) coast compared with 
Atlantic Canada. Gislason et al. 62 identify 50 BC communities of which only 
11 are single-sector communities. These communities range from isolated 
First Nations villages to larger more diversified centers. 
As on the East Coast, British Columbia's fisheries and their dependent 
communities have experienced severe decline over almost two decades. 
Beginning in the mid-1980s, salmon prices fell in response to global 
competition and declining access to adjacent resources. At the same time, 
salmon stocks began to decline due to factors such as overharvesting, poor 
ocean survival rates, habitat destruction and management cutbacks. Strict 
conservation measures were put in place to protect these stocks in the mid-
1990s, including closures and reductions in fishing times.63 This has 
resulted in more effort on groundfish, elasmobranchs and invertebrates. One 
of the first formal co-management approaches, introduced in 1992, was the 
Skeena Watershed Committee. During the 1990s, various other commun-
ity-related initiatives were introduced, including the Coastal Communities 
Network (CCN). At conferences related to this network, and in various 
other public forums and workshops on fisheries held in BC coastal 
communities, there was a call for increased community participation in 
fisheries management in BC, and concern about the viability of fishing-
dependent communities.64 
There has been debate about the merits of community-based fisheries 
management in the province, particularly in the management of migratory 
salmon stocks.65 Since the beginning of the 1990s, there have been a myriad 
of multi-stakeholder processes initiated in BC coastal areas that to some 
degree or another can be considered as co-management processes. These 
include watershed management initiatives, regional management associ-
ations, Aboriginal fisheries strategies and community-based organizations. 
The federal Oceans Act 1997 has stimulated renewed attempts to pursue co .. 
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management approaches in the management of ocean resources.66 A 
recent initiative is the West Coast of Vancouver Island (WCVI) Aquatic 
Management Board launched in February 2002. The three examples of co-
management practices on the BC coast noted above - the Skeena Watershed 
Committee, the Coastal Communities Network and the WCVI Aquatic 
Management Board - are each discussed briefly below. 
The first formal fisheries co-management arrangements made in BC were 
those associated with the Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy, which was funded 
by the federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans. In 1992-93, the 
program's first year, 80 agreements were made with Aboriginal groups on 
co-operative management projects and pilot projects for commercial salmon 
sales.67 A widely cited example of fisheries co-management in BC is the 
Skeena Watershed Committee.68 The Skeena River flows into the Pacific 
Ocean at Prince Rupert in northern BC, just south of the Alaska border. 
Two major allocation conflicts existed, one between commercial fishers near 
the mouth of the river and sport fishers upstream, and a second between 
commercial fishers and the Gitskan and Wet'suwet'en First Nations. The 
Committee comprised five "equal partners" including First Nations, com-
mercial, recreational, federal and provincial interests. Its accomplishments 
included devising a three-year fishing plan for the Skeena River salmon 
fishery, public education programs and dialogue, selective harvest and 
sockeye enhancement initiatives, and increased data collection through a 
tagging program.69 Despite this success, the conflict between sectors that 
motivated the initiative re-emerged in the difficult years of 1996-97 and 
the partners could not reach consensus over harvesting issues. The Commit-
tee was dissolved in March 1997 when the North Coast Advisory Board, 
representing commercial harvesters, withdrew its participation.70 
The Coastal Community Network (CCN) promotes itself as the "big 
voice for small communities" in British Columbia. CCN's role is to link 
coastal communities, to develop common ground on resource and marine 
policy, and to articulate the needs of coastal communities to senior govern-
ments, industry, media and the general public. Their goals are to enhance· 
the long-term viability of communities, increase their self-reliance, and 
ensure a balanced and fair approach to the development of public policy 
related to the marine environment. CCN grew out of the Coastal 
Communities Conference on Fisheries held in Port Alberni in April 1993. 
At this conference, representatives from community councils, native bands, 
tribal councils, fishers, processors, cooperatives and unions gathered to 
discuss the future economic development of all coastal regions of BC. 
Organized and facilitated by Simon Fraser University, and in partnership 
with the CCN, a subsequent series of conferences were held in BC coastal 
communities in 1996-97. Three themes emerged from these meetings con-
cerning the involvement of coastal residents in fisheries management. 71 First, 
coastal people have the right to share in benefits obtained from resources 
adjacent to them and to participate in related decisions. Second, local 
262 Marian Binkley et al. 
knowledge is important to ensuring sound fisheries management, and third, 
coastal communities have stewardship capabilities that cannot be cost-
effectively matched by government in terms of data collection, enhancement, 
habitat protection and even enforcement.72 The CCN is currently struggling 
with leadership and financial difficulties and its future is uncertain. 
A recent example of co-management approaches is the WCVI Aquatic 
Management Board, which covers an area that corresponds with the tradi-
tional Nuu-chah-nulth territory on Vancouver Island. This is a new forum 
for individuals and organizations to participate in the integrated manage-
ment of aquatic resources and represents the delivery of a new approach to 
governance of aquatic resources. The creation of the Board was influenced by 
growing pressure to consider different approaches to the management of 
aquatic resources. These pressures include: increased demand from coastal 
communities, the Province of British Columbia and various public interest 
groups for an enhanced role in decision making; the government's need to 
establish more extensive, localized and integrated consultation and advisory 
processes as outlined in the federal Oceans Act; and the First Nations' desire 
to redevelop management processes with an enhanced First Nations' juris-
dictional roleY 
The federal, provincial, Nuu-chah-nulth and local governments jointly 
established the Board as a three-year pilot project. This pilot will test the 
implementation of a community and area-based process that will allow local 
communities, in partnership with others, to provide input and have an influ-
ence over aquatic management issues affecting their area. The Board will 
address issues in areas related to fisheries and integrated oceans manage-
ment, stewardship, aquaculture and community economic development. The 
Board's purpose is to lead, facilitate and participate in decision-making 
processes related to these issues. This will involve working closely with 
other regional advisory and management processes as well as other groups. 
Recommendations from the Board will be presented to the appropriate 
statutory authority for their consideration. 
In conclusion, the success of various community-based fisheries man-
agement approaches has varied depending not only on the mix of 
participants and the availability of resources, but also on a host of exter-
nal factors ranging from changing ocean conditions to federal and provin-
cial resource policies that are beyond the capabilities of any local group to 
address.74 Pinkerton75 suggests that barriers to community conservation 
initiatives relate to two general areas: distrust and resistance of manage-
ment agencies and lack of broadly organized political support. While 
Savioe et al. 76 concluded "there is no one model that can possibly fit all in 
co-managing the fishery," much experience has been gained through trial 
and error over the past decade. A planned evaluation of the WCVI 
Aquatic Management Board should provide future direction on how 
community voices can more effectively be incorporated into decision 
making in fisheries management. 
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The Central Coast Land and Coastal Resource 
Management Plan, British Columbia 
Land and Resource Management Planning (LRMP) is a sub-regional integ-
rated resource planning process for Crown land in British Columbia that 
began in 1993. Through a variety of participatory processes, alternative land 
and resource management scenarios are identified and evaluated by particip-
ants. The principles .of LRMP include consideration of all resource values, 
public participation, inter-agency coordination and consensus-based decision 
making. As the planning guide suggests, "the intent is to develop a 
community forum for communication and understanding among residents 
and government agencies" and to serve as "a vehicle for education and 
promotion of long-term participation in resource management."n The 
LRMP forums are, however, only advisory to governments who are legally 
responsible for resource decision making. 
The Central Coast Land and Coastal Resource Management Plan 
(CCLCRMP) began in 1996 as part of the LRMP process. CCLCRMP was 
distinguished from previous processes because land, water and coastal 
nearshore resources were considered simultaneously. This necessitated that 
federal and provincial governments work together with First Nations and 
the public in addressing long-term strategic and management directions. 
The planning area is large, covering 4.8 million hectares of marine foreshore 
and forested upland on the mainland west coast for British Columbia. Tem-
perate rainforest, major watersheds, rugged shorelines and steep mountain-
ous terrain characterize the area. The population of about 4,400 consists of 
predominantly First Nations people dependent on fishing and forestry for a 
living.78 
Participation, which evolved during the process, includes about 60 stake-
holders from all levels of government, industry, residents, environmental 
groups and outdoor recreation groups. Due to the size of the planning area, 
participants were divided into North and South Forums to allow better local 
representation. In addition, a special sub-committee, the Coastal and Marine. 
Committee, was established to provide recommendations to the planqing 
forums. The intent was to integrate provincial LRMP into the federal 
government's recently initiated integrated coastal zone management 
approach, for example, using the CCLCRMP process as the initial forum for 
recommending, by consensus, marine protected areas and marine study 
areas. At the strategic level only, the CCLCRMP addresses the management 
of marine and freshwater habitat and will provide recommendations on man-
agement objectives for aquaculture. A special First Nations Forum was also 
established to facilitate discussion among participating First Nations. An 
inter-agency planning team with representatives from federal and provincial 
agencies, local governments and First Nations provided technical analysis 
and mapping expertise. 
The coastal component of the CCLCRMP began in 1997 with the Coastal 
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Zone Strategic Plan completed and approved by April 2001.79 The key prin-
ciple in the coastal zone plan is ecosystem-based management, which 
encompasses not only ecological integrity but also seeks to sustain social, 
economic and cultural activities.so However, the then newly elected provin-
cial government reviewed the decision and decided it had been rushed and 
that while approved in principle, final discussions were needed with First 
Nations and Fisheries and Oceans Canada.81 While the marine planning 
work has been completed, the terrestrial component adopted a more stream-
lined approach to facilitate completion and a final land use plan is expected 
by 30 June 2004.82 In the meantime, the new (2001) provincial Ministry of 
Sustainable Resource Management introduced a coast sustainability 
strategy.83 Within this strategy, the Central Coast plan will be coordinated 
with the plans from two other coastal LRMP processes. 
The CDN$35 million Coast Sustainability Trust was also established to 
support the outcomes of the Central Coast plan. The Trust will ensure that 
the planning process continues and is designed to help workers, contractors, 
communities and companies whose interests are negatively affected by land-
use decisions such as the establishment of protected areas and the implemen-
tation of ecosystem-based management practices. 
Despite the fact that the coastal plan is not finally approved, work is 
going ahead on a key recommendation to undertake more specific integrated 
coastal planning in key areas in the southern part of the coastal area. The 
intent is to provide direction to government concerning tenure decisions for 
aquaculture, ecotourism and economic diversification opportunities. As part 
of the provincial government's coastal strategy, a Coast Information Team 
(CIT) was established. The CIT brings together the best available scientific 
traditional and local knowledge, environmental expertise and community 
experience to develop information and analyses to support the development 
and implementation of ecosystem-based management.84 
The Central Coast LCRMP has faced several challenges, some unique to 
the planning area, and others inherent to many shared decision-making 
processes. First, the process has taken much longer than anticipated. In part 
this relates to the large size of the planning area, and to the fact that it 
includes a coastal component. This has required the federal and provincial 
governments to establish new working relationships, which was done 
through a special agreement. Further, First Nations participants have been 
concerned over their ability to meet the expectations of the planning process 
with respect to such issues as time, information sharing and the impact on 
treaty settlement.85 Indeed, many participants expressed concern about their 
ability to dedicate the time and resources needed to complete the planning 
process. In similar processes elsewhere in the province, availability of time 
and burnout have also been identified as problems.86 
Appropriate representation is also an important variable. Not all First 
Nations chose to be part of the process. However, due to the importance of 
having their support, the government has been required to engage in separ-
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ate negottatlOns in some instances. However, the extensive involvement of 
many stakeholders from a comprehensive array of interests has lengthened the 
process. The new streamlined approach to complete the process employs a sec-
toral model with a collaborative approach to reaching decisions. As a result, 
there are fewer people at the table representing larger constituencies. This final 
"completion table" includes representatives from the environmental commun-
ity, the forest industry, tourism, recreation, labor, small business forestry, local 
governments, the federal government and First Nations.87 
To conclude, the Central Coast LCRMP, while a lengthy and as yet 
incomplete process, has already resulted in tangible results, especially in 
terms of identifying areas for protection. While the planning has been at a 
strategic level with maps at a scale of 1:250,000, local scale coastal planning 
(1:50,000) is already under way in some places and these integrated land use 
plans will provide important information for decision makers.88 While there 
are many gaps in data and many policies that need reforming, the process 
has resulted in the beginnings of an integrated coastal management strategy 
for BC's coast that has engaged local residents in an active role in determin-
ing the future of their communities and livelihoods. 
Coastcare in Australia 
Coastcare is a community-based grants scheme run jointly by the Common-
wealth government and statelterritory governments. Coastcare is primarily 
funded from the Natural Heritage Trust fund that arose from the partial sale 
of the government-owned Telecommunications Corporation (Telstra). The 
parent program under the Natural Heritage Trust, the "Coasts and Clean 
Seas," had a total of A UD$141 million to distribute over the first phase of 
the program, which ended in June 2002. Of this amount, AUD$27.3 
million went to Coastcare. The general purpose of the program is summar-
ized as follows: 
Coastcare is a national program that encourages community involve-· 
ment in the protection, management and rehabilitation of our coastal 
and marine environments. The program assists local communities to 
form partnerships with local Land managers to undertake projects that 
aim to improve and protect our coastal and marine habitats.89 
The National Office of Coastcare is based in the headquarters of Environ-
ment Australia, with 30 regional facilitators spread across Australia. The 
program is jointly funded with state and territory governments, and local 
governments are vitally and actively involved. The stated aims of Coastcare 
include the following:90 
• To engender in local communities, including local industries, a sense of 
stewardship for coastal and marine areas. 
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• To provide opportunities and resources for residents, volunteers, busi-
ness and interest groups to participate in coastal management. 
• To support community identification of natural and cultural resources. 
• To facilitate interaction between the community and bodies with 
responsibility for managing coastal areas. 
The focus of Coastcare was to assist on-ground work such as: 
• protecting or rehabilitating dunes, estuaries and wetlands; 
• rehabilitating coastal and marine habitats; 
• removing threats to coastal environments; 
• monitoring beach conditions, and coastal flora and fauna; 
• helping to develop and implement local management plans; 
• education and training activities that raise community awareness, know-
ledge or skills on coastal and marine conservation issues. 
As can be seen from these objectives, the program is an example of "col-
laborative management" as set out in the continuum of public involvement 
in coastal management outlined earlier (see Figure 10.1). 
Since the inception of Coastcare in 1995, over 2,000 projects around Aus-
tralia have been funded,91 with grants made ranging from AUD$l,OOO to 
$30,000 per project. Community groups apply for funds to state-level state 
assessment panels (SAPs) which rank the applications, with the final 
decision resting with the federal minister. Applications are received in 
March each year and are assessed by regional and state assessment panels 
(both with strong community representation), prior to the announcement of 
grants in December.92 According to Tarte, the combination of state, 
community and local government financial and "in-kind" contributions 
meant "each Commonwealth Government dollar contributed is matched at 
least two-fold by 'in kind' or direct financial support."93 
The most comprehensive and independent evaluation of the Coastcare 
program has been that conducted by Harvey et al. 94 with respect to South 
Australia. This review, which included interviews with key stakeholders, 
provides a more detailed picture of program implementation at the state 
level. South Australia received AUD$150,000 in 1995/96 rising to 
$500,000 in 1998/99, with funds being matched by the state government. 
In addition to the direct grants, funds were used to employ a state co-
coordinator and three regional coordinators whose role is to promote 
involvement of organizations, assist community groups in preparing appli-
cations and to facilitate local level participation in the Coastcare program. 
Although total funds available increased over this time period, the 
number of grants decreased (from 81 to 64). This reflects the fact that most 
projects are modest (less than AUD$5,000) and the possibility that some 
groups continued to apply while others began to see the application pro-
cedure as too tedious for such small amounts of money. 
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Consistent with the national situation, the majority of the South Aus-
tralia grants (80 percent) were for on-ground projects. In terms of the 
purpose of grants, protection and rehabilitation of sensitive areas (usually 
sand dunes) and enhancement of sustainable recreation and tourism (usually 
pathways and boardwalks) made up 66 percent of all projects. Community 
participation in development and implementation of management plans 
made up a disappointing 6.5 percent of projects, while community-based 
monitoring of the coast accounted for a mere 9.2 percent of projects. In 
general, the majority of projects are moderately funded, but directed to a 
decreasing number of volunteers (mainly conservation, resident and eco-
nomic development groups). In terms of the degree of participation in 
coastal management (as reflected in Figure 10.1), this suggests a strong role 
in collaborative management but a very low participation in direct decision 
making. This has led observers to suggest that the community is being used 
as a substitute for work previously performed by government agencies. 95 
The authors of the South Australia study concluded that Coastcare has 
effectively harnessed community groups to work in partnership with local 
authorities and has led directly to capacity building for local communities.96 
In addition, they determined that the program had "kick started" commun-
ity projects and had stimulated local interest and commitment based on a 
partnership with educational management agencies in which coastal exper-
tise already existed. The challenge that remains is whether funds can be 
generated from new sources (other than government) to ensure that these 
positive benefits are sustainable in the medium to long term.97 Furthermore, 
it remains to be seen whether governments are truly interested in moving 
along the participation spectrum and offering people a genuine involvement 
in decision making on the coast, rather than simply using the community as 
an unpaid workforce. 
Harvey et al. point out that in the South Australia case, the lack of an 
overriding coastal policy has hampered the allocation of funds,98 but that the 
factors that have worked for community-based management in Coastcare 
have been the role of the program in building community cohesion and 
capacity, which are less tangible benefits. They highlight the fact that ,the 
lack of evaluation of the projects' environmental value has also restricted 
how much could be learned about the potential of community-based man-
agement. 
The experience in South Australia contrasts with the position in Victoria 
where the SAP uses the Victorian Coastal Strategy (the state's overall coastal 
policy) as a means of setting priorities in allocating Coastcare grants. As 
approximately half of the members of the SAP are members of the Victorian 
Coastal Council (the lead agency in Victoria), and the VCC has primary 
responsibility for preparation of the Victorian Coastal Strategy, the grants 
are consistent with integrated coastal management principles outlined in the 
Strategy. This allows for some continuity and coherence in the selection of 
projects (at least in theory). Despite this advantage, however, Wescott99 
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nonetheless criticized the trend in Victoria to use Coastcare annual grant 
funding as a substitute for recurrent government funding, consistent with 
the critique of the South Australia program by Harvey et al. 
In summary, Coastcare has been a valuable community-based program, 
despite its identified shortcomings. The federal government's political 
assessment of the program is reflected in its commitment to extend Coast-
care until 2007 as part of a series of programs (including Landcare, Bushcare 
and Rivercare).lOo The overall prescription for change in Coastcare offered 
from Harvey et al. could be seen as a fair assessment of Coastcare as a 
community-based management program: 
There is a requirement for long term VISIon for community-based 
coastal management because without that vision there is the capacity for 
short-term funding rounds to influence the type of activity that local 
communities undertake. lOi 
The Marine and Coastal Community Network in 
Australia 
The Marine and Coastal Community Network (MCCN) grew out of the 
Ocean Rescue 2000 initiative of the Australian government, and stemmed 
from a recognition that progress in coastal and marine conservation could 
only come with a greater understanding (and consciousness) of the coastal, 
and in particular, marine environment amongst the general community.102 
The MCCN was a unique attempt to build an alliance of interested indi-
vidual and groups (called "participants") to ensure the sustainability of the 
lessons learned by communities in coastal management, and to bring 
together like-minded people who shared a commitment to the coastal and 
marine environment (though they might well disagree on specific issues). 
The first meeting of the Network was in Sydney in May 1993, in the 
form of the rather gloriously named National Implementation Committee. 
The Committee was formed by the Australian Marine Conservation Society, 
a non-government conservation organization that had been given the con-
tract from Environment Australia to establish the Network. The Network's 
stated role was to raise consciousness of the marine and coastal environment 
and to promote ecologically sustainable use of the Australian coastal and 
marine environment. It was not to take sides in any debate on marine issues, 
nor become involved in partisan politics, but to draw together a wide spec-
trum of Australians interested in the marine and coastal environment. As 
such, it was seen as an "honest broker" that could act as an advocate for the 
marine and coastal environment. 
The 1993 meeting put in place a mission statement and operating prin-
ciples and set about its task. By October of that year, a Southern Regional 
Coordinator had been placed in Melbourne and a Northern Regional Coordi-
nator in Darwin. The idea caught on rapidly and very soon afterwards 
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regional coordinators were in place in Western Australia, New South Wales, 
South Australia and Tasmania. The Network was initially funded at approx-
imately AUD$800,000 per year, and at $500,000 per year for the two years 
following June 2001. The budget remained at $500,000 for 2003-04. 
There is little likelihood of the budget being restored to its former level. 
Indeed, there is speculation that the only reason the budget was not cut 
further was because MCCN was awarded the "Gold Banksia" Environmental 
Award (Patron of the- Prime Minister) as the most outstanding organization 
for environmental protection in 2003. 
By December 2003, the Network was composed of over 9,000 registered 
participants from every possible interest group involved in coastal and 
marine matters, including government agencies, non-governmental organi-
zations, indigenous organizations, conservation groups, coastal recreational 
users, fisheries associations, private industry, universities and other educa-
tional groups, and individuals. It is fair to say that all tiers of Australian 
society are represented in the Network. 
Participants in the Network are kept informed of recent coastal and 
marine initiatives, including relevant conferences and workshops, through a 
national bi-monthly newsletter ("Waves") and state-level inserts·("Ripples"). 
MCCN has responded to the recent budget cuts by developing the 
Network's Internet resources. 103 Regional coordinators located in a "host" 
organization disseminate information and answer inquiries from the general 
community, business and media. The host organizations provide the phys-
ical infrastructure for the coordinator and are paid a contribution toward 
these costs. The types of organizations acting as hosts vary from state to state 
and include fisheries organizations, tertiary education institutions, conserva-
tion groups and local government agencies. The experience has been that the 
relationship with host organizations aids in expanding the diversity of the 
Network. 
Each regional coordinator has a mentor who is a member of the National 
Reference Group (NRG). NRG members are drawn from a wide variety of 
backgrounds (including state and local government agencies, academia and 
conservation groups) and a range of disciplines. The NRG provides support 
and advice to the coordinators and develops the overall policies that guide 
the Network. The NRG and regional coordinators meet twice a year for 
2-4 days. 
Consistent with its original mandate, the Network is non-political and 
does not take "sides" in controversial issues. Rather it acts as honest broker 
through the dissemination of information and as a conduit for different 
opinions. Since its commencement in 1993, the Network has grown 
steadily, with full funding provided by Environment Australia (EA, the 
federal government environment department). The fact that the Network is 
seen as neutral and independent of government allows all groups in the 
community to use it as a vehicle for dissemination of information and as a 
mechanism for capacity building in coastal and marine affairs in Australia. 
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By way of illustration of the Network's community-based approach, it is 
useful to consider the role it played in the development of a constituency for 
Australia's Ocean Policy. The March 1997 discussion paper prepared by the 
Commonwealth government on the proposed 'comprehensive and integrated 
Oceans Policy' resulted, after a period for submissions of eight weeks, in 
only 63 submissions being received, predominantly from academics and 
non-governmental organizations. This was a rather disappointing response 
considering the difficulties an overarching policy was going to face from 
well-entrenched sectoral interests. The government department leading 
development of the policy (Environment Australia) and the Network set out 
to rectify this problem. 
The agencies targeted a series of sectoral groups (e.g. conservation groups) 
who had not responded in the numbers expected. The Network had earlier 
surveyed its participants on the critical issues involved in the Policy, and 
now set up seminars and meetings across the country, cajoling the media 
and turning its concentrated efforts into increasing the response rate to the 
second set of documentation (the May 1998 Issue Paper). One of the key 
methods employed was to encourage people to find some specific issue or 
item in the Policy to comment on, despite the somewhat daunting breadth 
and complexity of the document. It was hoped that, once a party felt com-
fortable in dealing with the Policy, they would go on to comment on other 
issues. The strategy seemed to work, as the second round of public submis-
sions drew 660 responses. This provided important input, and allowed the 
federal Minister to demonstrate wide-based support for the notion of an 
integrated, non-sectoral oceans policy. 
The Network's regional coordinators have also worked closely with the 
regional facilitators of the Coastcare program to encourage community 
groups to become involved in Coastcare. Furthermore, the Network's 
participants database has been a valuable resource to publicize Coastcare 
grant rounds and to advertise Coastcare-related workshops and seminars. 
The role of the Network in community-based management, therefore, has 
usually been indirect or facilitative, but as the work areas shown in Table 
10.1 illustrate, it has been diverse. In addition, production of such items as 
the Australian Marine Project Guide, the Blue Pages (a directory of coastal and 
marine groups), and the management of projects such as "Dragon Search" 
(monitoring the numbers and conservation of seadragons) have led to more 
direct involvement. 
The Network has regularly surveyed its participants. In a 2001 survey, 90 
percent of respondents regarded the continuation of the Network as "highly 
important" with 70 percent rating the overall service provided as "excel-
lent." The newsletters were regarded as "very useful" by 96 percent of 
respondents. 104 With reference to the continuum of public involvement set 
out in Figure 10.1, the Network is involved in some way in the middle 
three levels, but in reality its major input to community-based management 
does not fit well into this spectrum. Its primary role is stimulating the 
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Table 10.1 Major areas of work for the MCCN regional coordinators, mid-October 
2001 to mid-February 2002 
Category 0/ work Vic NT Qld NSW Tas SA WA NO 
C or/tract derived work 
Administration X xx xx xx xxx xx xx xxx 
Events xxx x xx xx x 
Facilitating/organizing' xxx xxx xxx x x 
workshops 
Info collated for xx xx xxx xx xxx xxx xx x 
dissemination 
N etwor kingll iaison xx xx x xxx xxx x xxx xx 
Regional visits xxx x xx x xxx x x xx 
Waves and Ripples xxx xx xxx xxx xx xx xx xxx 
Web pages xx x xx x x X X xx 
Progress reports, etc. X xx xxx xx xx x xx xx 
Oceans Policy xx xx x xxx x x xx xx 
Marine protected areas xxx x X xxx xx xxx xxx X 
Coast and Clean Seas X X xx 
Participants' database X X X X X X X xxx 
National and Regional xx x x x x xxx 
Reference Group and 
national meeting 
MCCN generated work 
Events X xx X 
Projects xx xx xx xxx xxx xx 
Short courses X 
Training for regional X X 
coordinators 
Community radio X X X X xxx 
New grant applications xx 
MCCN info sheets/ xx xxx x x 
dissemination including 
electronic info 
Externally generated work 
Assessment panels X 
Committees X X xx xx xx xx xx 
Interview panels 
Media xxx x x xx xx x x 
Submissions X xx xxx xxx xx xxx xxx 
Workshop/conference xx xxx xxx xx x xx 
attendance 
Issues X xx X X xxx xxx x 
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community to become involved in community-based management, a role 
that may be difficult to track in concrete terms, but which is nonetheless 
essential. 
Conclusion 
The range of potential approaches for CBM and co-management, as 
reflected in the literature noted at the outset of this chapter, is borne out 
in practice in both Australia and Canada. It is clear that no one "package" 
of institutions and arrangements presents an ideal that will work in all cir-
cumstances; even the fundamental purpose for seeking community 
involvement can vary from participation in planning and conservation 
actions to some form of power-sharing in the regulatory context. The 
breadth of the experience in both countries would suggest that the devel-
opment of CBM is, above all, a pragmatic and responsive process, with 
agencies and communities challenged to craft the particular variant that 
will best serve their interests. Given the strong demand for progress on the 
full participation of communities in coastal and ocean management, it 
seems certain that CBM, or co-management, will continue to be an 
important aspect of the development of new forms of governance. The 
cases examined here, however, suggest that a number of small cautions 
should be kept in mind. 
First, while the quest for terminological precision should not be allowed 
to stifle creativity, and the names given to community-based activities are 
less important than the practical progress that can be made, proponents and 
analysts alike should still be clear on the degree of community involvement 
that is proposed. The overuse of terms like co-management to include, for 
example, routine consultation with no sharing of decision-making power is 
likely to lead to suspicion and cynicism on the part of communities. Second, 
and related to this problem, we must be aware of the danger in labeling a 
narrow interest group such as a fishery sector as the "community," when 
numerous other interests may be left as outsiders, with no option but active 
opposition to the new mechanisms. Finally, careful attention must be paid 
to the level of downloading and demands placed upon overstretched 
community institutions. Community involvement should be more than a 
means of shuffling off government responsibilities (and costs) to those with 
no institutional or financial base to support them. 
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